DOCUMENT RESUME” 


=D 139 185 ; EC 100 760 

AUTHOR Hertleig, Forest; And Jthers 

‘TITLE ie Introduction to Mental Retardation: Planning, 
Implementing and Evaluating Training for Community 

Based Professionals ani Paraprofessionals. » 

PUB DATE Apr 77 ‘ 

NOTE 38p.; Paper presented at the Annual International 
Convention, The Council for Exceptional Children 
(55th, Atlanta, Georgia, April 11-15, 1977) 

EDRS PRICE MF-$0.83 HC=$2.06 Plus Postage. 

DESCRIPTORS Elementary Secondary Education; *Mentally 

. Handicapped; *Paraprofessional Personnel; *Program 

Evaluation; Program Planning; Training; *Workshops , 

ABSTRACT . 


Described in the paper by F. Hertlein, D. Konopasek; 
and S. Stile are the planning, implementation, and evaluation of a 
3-day workshop to train professionals and paraprofessiorals about 
mental retardation. An overview of workshop content (including 


- sessions on normalization and behavior management) is given, and 


considerations in planning, delivery, and workshop evaluation are 
review2d. Provided are workshop evaluation data, sample needs. 
assessment forms, and excerpts from the participants’ manual and fron 
the criterion-referenced test used at the workshop. (CL) 


. RR ORO IOI I OR II IO III SO IO Ron dato aK & 


* ‘Documents acquired ‘by ERIC incluie many informal unptblish2d * 
* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort * 
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal * 
*-reproducibility are often éncounterei and this affects the quality * 
* of the microfiche ant hardcopy reprojiuctions ERIC makes available \ 
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not 

* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions * 
* supplied by EDRS are tthe best that can be made from the original. * 
$e RR RR RK REEESEEESE ED ESTEE EEE SLES ESSE CLESES GEES ESS £OEE KE 


Z \ 


US OF PARTMENT OF HEALTH. 
| @OUCATION 6 waLFaRE 
| MATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
fOuCcATION 
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO. 
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM ‘ 
‘THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN- 
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEWOR OPINIONS 
STATEO 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE. 
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY, 


¢ . \ 
* 


INTRODUCTION TO MENTAL 
RETARDATION: PLANNING, 
te IMPLEMENTING AND EVALUATING 
TRAINING FOR COMMUNITY-BASED 


v 


PROFESSIONALS AND PARAPROFESSIONALS 


e i 
. . 4 
; e 
- Forest Hertlein, Ph.D. 
B Learning Resource Specialist 
NWLRS 


University of Oregon™ 
( Eugene, Oregon 


Dean Konopasek, Ph.D. r= 
Director of Special Education 
Bemidji State University 

Bemidji, Minnesota 
4 , ‘ , 
“f Steve Stile, Ph.D. 

Coordinator, Early Chiitdhood-Handicapped Rroject 
University of Wyoming 

4 Laramie ,“Wwyoming ‘ 
: ; . * 


e PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS -COPY 
RIGHTEO MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 
Forest J.C. Hertlein 


oy as 
¢ 


e TO ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS OPERATING 
UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN 
6 (c) STITUTE OF EDUCATION FURTHER REPRO. - 
DUCTION OUTSIDE THE ERIC SYSTEM RE- 
QUIRES PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT 
; OWNER 


. 


gee oo 760 


Ui Paper presented at the 55th Anflua International Convention of the 
Council for Exceptional Children, a ads a April 14, 1977. 


» 
. Peal 


2. ae 


Purpose of 
Paper 


tf 


. 


° e 2 
¢ 
ze ‘-4 


* Introduction 
Over the past ten years services for our handicapped 
population have expanded greatly. During that decade 


a free and appropriate education has become a matter’ 


. of public policy for every child (Abeson, Boliick, & 


Hass, 1975; Ross, 1975; Stajnback, Stajinback, & Maurer, 


19%6) , and the principles of nSrmalization (Nirje, 


1969; Wolfensberger, 1972) have béen ‘operationalized 


into principles for the development and implementation 


of model community-based human servicé progtams for 


retarded citizens. Nye 
. } P 2 


e 


Increased stress upon parent involvement (Fredericks ,\ 
‘ . / ‘\, 


Baldwin, & Grove, 1974; Lillie, & Trohanis, 1976; 


evaluated for a DFS subcontractor (Visitin§ Home 


Hofmeister, & Reavis, vA Quick, Little, & Campbell, 


1973) has accompanied the above noted expansion of 


g@ducational services. Additionally, a variety of 


. 


human service agencies are involved in other ne 


ization efforts. One such agency is the aa State 
, \ 
Division of Family Services (QFS). This paper’ ‘ 


\ 


‘ tr» ie 
describes how training was planned, implemented and” ' 


~ \ 


< 
Services) whose workers provided assistancé (e.g., 


‘ 
housekeeping, child care) to mentally handicapped 


individuals and their families. 
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| Overview of Three one-day worktops were conducted for Utah , 
DFS/VHS ‘ - : , 
Training! VHS personnél in Logan, Salt Lake ¢ity and Progvo. 


Each workshop was designed to’ focus on five major 
areas which had been identified le a prior needs’ 


it 
: assessment (see form contained in Appendix A). 


These areas and associated objectives were: 


Introduction to Mental retardation, 


ae 


1. 
Participants will- identify 


| : Objective: 
| : ‘ 
.| é / an P ae . 
. ( and discuss the current definiNon of 


mental cia its degrees and 
‘ i Ad 


} 
{ 
« 


the potential of the retarded. 


2. Attitudes toward the mentally retarded. ° 
“@ 


7 . 
; _ Objective: Participants will identify: 


typical misconceptions about thental 


retardation and discuss how stereotyped 


attitudes can be changed. 


3 " Noematdzaicion: aha the menitaite retarded. 
| . ‘Objective: Participants will identify 
| and disvies princivies-o¢ normalization 
‘ . and how these principles can. be applied 
in their Se decidua gelations with the 


mentally retarded. * ; 


| 
| : ‘ 4. Introduction to task analysis. 
Objective: Hayticipante will identify 
"complex" and "simple" behaviors ang dis- 
4 ( * cuss the application of Sia anetivende oe 


4 : 
training. 


4 


oe 


_ The workshop schedule and content were held constant 


ta 


o ye a4 


’ 


5S. Introducti:n to behavior management: 


Objective: Participants will identify 


“og 
and diScuss the influence of four 


environmental consequences upon the 
ft ° 


behavior of individuals. t 
_ ® 


for all theee training sessions (see Ap end{x’.B) . 
Each’ workshop was highly mediated--four ahh film 
presentations, one slide/sound unit and amauene 
overhead angearsdetes were employed. Media were 
selected for ciivtene content and’ high xudtente 
appeal beach Robert Mager's Who did what to whom? . 


> A 


was used as the basis for the behgpior management 


. unit). 


It was felt that group interaction was an important 
aspect of each workshop. Therefore, discussion was 
prompted whenever appropriate, Further, since the 

: 
participants were heterogeneous with respect to 
educational attainment, the use of kechnical "jargon" 
was minimized. Group interaction was factiitated 
through use of a laseeaniiekes participant's 
manual (Appendix C). This manual was designed to 


2 . ae 


serve aS a permanent record of the workshop content. 


« 
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‘a . amy” : S ts A 
ra ; a fs ; A criterion-refereiiced test (Appendix D) was developed ; & 


pe “3 . for evaluation purposes. This instrument was based on 

a oe - major workshop objectives and used on a one group, d ‘ 
bin = pretest-posttest basis. Finally, each participant f 
oe ore : 

oh Bee 2 5 was requested to rate the overall workshop and various 


components on a Likert-type scale (Appendix E). » 


a ’ 
eee i enh vel 


ere » 7 Evaluation data have been summarized in Tables 1. and 8s 


. \ P ie 
2. A t-test for correlated means was used to agcer- 


a) ar 


tac ; ' "tain the degree of pretést to posttest growth, As 


= shown’ in Table 1, gall resulting t-scores were 


significant beyond the .001 level (P < .001). 


oe fe ; ‘ Insert Table 1 about here 


| 
\ 


, a 
a , Table 2 presents a summary of participant ratings. 
if ave In all but one instance, at least eighty-five percent 
tg X : 
: 5a bs ' : of /the responses were in the upper two cells of the 
: ‘ 
Fal ae e. 
nae ; , gating scale, ‘ ' 
Insert Table 2 about here 
’ é e. 
: e \ o 
: » - 
> , Planning a Training Wo¢kshop , 
me ee ; : \ 
y For maximum impact, those receiving technical assistance 
and training should be: involved in the planning that | 
rm : af leads up to its delivery. 4 


‘ eo ' 6 


er J 


‘Planning Co- 


operativel 


with Workshop, 
Participants 


Penner 
Negotiation 


‘aliows (or demands) suffic} 


6 


« i} 


One of the major gvuais of service training is 


staff development.. The p ility of achievigg this 


goal is often angpeased aN workshop director 


“time to obtain 
re \ 
cooperative feedback during | ening and_ development 


RELISTED, Cooperative feed ck involves systematic 


} 
iN 
negotiation with opresentatiod of the aneennes work- 


+ 


shop target audiencg to, ‘help ‘answer questions related 

to the dasign, and delivery of training. Questions that 

are open ove his eEreien and varying opinions include: - 
1. What is to be qccomplished? 


2. How do you know when it is accomplished? oS 


3. How can you best .accomplish it? 


j ' , ae 
. 


Negotiation is characterized by: 
1. Local participation. Randomly select a 
"representative sample of prospective 


participants to involve in an exchange of 


ideas. 


2. Personal meetings. Meetings can be helpful to ff 


5‘ i 
untover possible unexpected problems and/j 


or concerns related to the p¥oposed * 


training. re 
3. Facilitation. Workshop planner must be willing 
‘ te 


to fade into the background and encourage 


\ 
‘ 


@ others’ to demonstrate their competencies. 


7 


‘Including negotiation as a part of workshop: planning 


‘ 


requires time. However, the effort will often yield. 


glearer training goals, more meaningful evaluation 


o e , 
strategies, and more efficient use of the resources 


available to jn-service trainers. 


o 


Preassessifent : The purpose of preassessment is tg determjne the 
An Aid in , ‘Se . _ 


; a 
Structuring _ skill and/or awareness level of a sample of prospective 
the Workshop - : . 


participants prior to training. Preassesgment should * 
not be confused with pre/posttesting, which is used to 
determine the impact of training. peeasseadment. ts 
designed to yield information that will be halpful in 
the planning of training and (hopefully) jenveu ihe, 
quality of the workshop. PEGBEBERSIEIE should sample 


the following areas: 


1. Previous exposure. Construct items that 


measure knowledge, performance and 


attitude related to workshop content. 


Specific needs. Allow participants an 


opportunity to express personal needs 
and céncerns. Common problems may be 
disclosed and used as examples during 
training.. 

a : 

Local environment. Determine if resources 
necessary for implementation of training 


: ' ®, 
objectives are available to participants. 


. ; 8 
: 4, Multiplie: effect. The DCA Model (Appendix F) 
is a training*strategy designed to 


a 


facilitate spread-of-effect by training 


participants td serve as trainers. 


Some Consid- The following are some considerations in the delivery of 


‘— ‘ - erations in 
od ‘  * , Delivery of _ *workshop content: . : 
- Content 
Py 1. Facilitator/Participant Manual. Develop a 
- j ° 
; “ "manual that allows participants to leave 
a Lf training with systematic notes and out- 
 & ‘ t 
oye ' line of content. 
A 


2. Modeling. Provide an abundance of demonstra- 
tion (either live or film-mediated) and 


require participants to perform the modeled 


activities. 


k 3. Sequéncing of activitiese Investigators have 


‘ 


found that keginning training with an 


> . 
activity that demonstrates a solution to 


' 
a common problem or ‘need is an effective 


strategy for improving attention toward 
. . 
% 7 : 


subsequent material. 
o 
’ - 4 Use of examples. Include a’ range of examples 


that demonstrate positive instances (what 


it is), negative instances (what it, isn't), 
‘ rd r 
and irrelevant characteristics (what doesn't 


matter?. 


| | e 
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: Evaluation: 
; An Important 
Pe Source of., 
wit | > ViInformation 
: for Future 
¢ Planning 
‘ * 
{ 
‘ 
$ 
¢ 
= 
= 
en 


9 LE 
Post workshop evaluition Pechnrdses; shoals be designed 


~ 


and analyzed Se information for future 
planning. Consideration of the follawing elements 
whet designing evaluation items and instruments may * 
- 


result in a more productive workshop evaluation: 


1. What are participants’ reactions to facilities, 


personnel, resources, cleivities, etc.? 
'. These items may help ‘identify and eliminate 
problems such as activities that are judged 
irrelevant or have little valug for carry- 
over into the classroom. 
2. What new cdmpetencies were acquired as a 
; . . .  ™* 
resylt of in-service training? 
3. What is the frequency and quality with which 
participants exhibit the new competencies? 
4. What barriers must be removed or resources 
7 : \ 
acquired ‘to make sure that the results 
ef training can be implemented? 
5. What evidence is available that documents a 
link between newly acquired competencies 


by participants and impact upon students? ° 


/ ‘ 


The results of an evaluation can be both beneficial 


to you in your planning and as evidence to school 


boards, SEA's, and others that technical assistance 


and training do make a difference. 


What Should 
be Evalwated?, 


Measuring 
Training 
Ef fective- 
ness 


_index of cost can be determined by simply dividing the 


- i 
Workshop Evaluation , Ps 


An evaluation omponent is essential if the effective- 
ness of a training prggram (e.g., a workshop) is to be 
demonstrated. In. fact, with mie current emphasis upon 
sachteana ten: funding agencies,are insisting upon . 


including an evaluation design in cunfiticea proposals. 


. 
. 


. ) 
Ideally, nn evaluation shquld answer the following 
- ) 
questions: - ; 
1. How effective was the training? 
2. How and where could training be ivenavaas 
ar 
When participants are both pretested and posttested, | 
one of the best statistical meehqeeytach can be, used 
to analyze the effects of ere is the t-test. . - = 
tite seaedseie is relatively easy to eeampike and can 
be used to determine the degree of difference between : 
the pretest and posttest scores. The more statistically 
significant the results of the t-test are, the more 
confident you may be that any pretest to posttest 
growth was due to the training ganar than chance 
factors. . td 


In addition to measuring pretest and posttest growth, 


cost shteeteaneks data should be considered. An 


‘Noa , 


Improving 
Training 
Effectiye- 
ness 


- A LL 
total cost of trajiing by the number of traihees. 
Thus, saventy-ons VHS workers were trained bas 
- $2,394.27 which Srenused start-up costs. This dauated 
to a cost of $32.45 per participant. Whether or not a 
specific per-participant cost is; te a cost= 
df fective will depend on two major factors: 
l. Whether the training could he been conducted 
, via an alternative approach with similar 
: sedis at less cost, or | . 


f 2. Whether another training approach would yield 


more significant results at the same cost. 


. 
‘ 


“Although a statistical comparison of pre- and posttest 
performance is capable of identifying. program weaknesses, 
‘ ’ - o 
it is not capable of identifying reasons for weakness 
e & 

in a way that leads to the formulatfon of possible 
solutions (Nathenson & Henderson, 1976). This problem 
May be addressed ‘by administering an evaluation form 

to workshop participants following training. This form 


should allow the participants to evaluate all aspects 


of training, including individual training components, 


media, and perceived trainer characteristics (use of ~* 
jargon, interest in presentation, etc.). “The authors 
Sout skins Likert-type scale (Appendix E) was an 
effective format for the ‘scat cekun it eeanenes This 


> . 
scale forces participaygts to rate each evaluation 
\ 
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Writing the 
Evaluation 
Report 
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statement from ones.to five (with one indicating 


. ? . 
and (e) training objectives.. ‘ 
4 - j 


2. Method. This Section should present a detailed. 


davcripeigs of how the training was con- 


ducted. ‘It should describe (a) workph 
Pes ab \ . 7 
. content, (b) ‘the experimental design : 
Ai tid = * a 
efiployed (xt any); (c) how the training 


Ree Me 4 ce a SS 


>. 
We or "disagree," and five indicating "high" or | ia 
sauven* hs The hehe ceuee Meats was selected over | s 
an ait’ euepance format for two reasons. First, . , P) 
it takes less time to adwinibtex andy eeeonsigc at ne 
is nore amenable to data analysis. - : 4 
The following are suggested slapahiviok SA eeatuanléa 4 
_ xeport: s & _ a ee 
1. Introduction. This initial’ section’of the a ie 
‘ ‘report should Guaduaadntaynation regarding: ad, 
@ “(a) who was trained, (b) actions of funding, . . 
| is (c) who conducted the training, (d) fad vikiea: E 


; was to be| evaluated and (d) statistical . a ze 
procedures used to analyze the results of | zm 
y » 3 We. i 
r J 
training. : - " 
3, ‘Results. The results section should provide ; 
* ¢ y - 4 
an analysis of (a) statistical data includ- en 
ing pretest to posttest growth, (b), parti- . se! 
; s . , 
‘ cipant avaivation date (e.g, Likert-scale | S 
; wey Se . SY ree a 
4 ve a pase . } % r ) ; x 


; = ail 


responses), and (c) cost-efféctiveness ' 


data. P 
oe Me Mee i Er 4. Discussion. The’ final section should "put 
: *% wee RS. it all together." In other words; this 
ee ; * - F CoP a: 
an ‘ ®. : ’ is the appropriate place to make conclu- 
7 > | | 4 | sions ee ee based upon the 
5 results of training. ; 
. ' 
% . ‘In addition to the four sections of the evaluation 
= report described RUAN Ee you May want to include an 
appendix. The appendix should include any inreenas 
‘ f > ; ; 
tion pertinent to the report such as a summaty of 
4 a 
J - evaluation data, copies of evaluation instruments a 
ate : ; or raw data. . 
e038 
mt 1 ; j 
Fs | 
. 


o 


renee. 
a! na => e 


V ee - , 
a y * f 
Fe ae ‘Table 1 
fie ‘ -TTests for Correlated Means of Pre- and Posttest Scores 
, | _ 
as a . gplocation Pretest X Posttest X - n t-score 
, * 
: logan «OS 45 11.15 a ate ; 
i P . Ee 
i Salt Lake 6.63 10.63 19 10.00% 
om Provo 5.58 10.17 125.10 os 
_ Total 5.92 10.73 \ 51 12.80* 
¢ ; \ ‘ 
* 
; p < .001 F 
- r 
? 
* . 
b ; * | 
’ : | 
Ne 
" Ne 
1 
“ j 15 ~~. 
i; ro ; ' J ;. # ; 


pitas Peg: wha I a see ea eo BR te secre ce ac ae a 


ee es | a } Tale 2 
A a ys Pa 23% ba : 
.' age 2S Summary of Participant tings of 
“ % ’ Workshop Effectiveness 
" 
Rating 
Statement | qo -eg 4 5 
tnterest in workshop ll 44 
‘ Value of workshop ( = aS 33 
Value of audio/visual materials 11 44 
Value of participant's manual eg) A ah 
Value in helping me work.with MR 7 was 33 


As a result of the workshop... . 
Increased understanding of MR definition 


7 22.33 
Stereotypes/attitudes about MR have changed 1 lo 15 19 
Can employ normalization prinbiples * 3°12 35. 
Understanding of task analysig l 5 20. 25 
Can employ principles of task analysis 1 4 10 327 
Understand principles of behiivior 

management | Me i 8 22 22 

| Can employ principles of behaving 3 i 
| management | 2 ll 39 

16 
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: a - NEEDS ASSESSMENT: COMPETENCY MODEL 
— a ; 


- 
4 
a 
eg 8 ‘+, ¢ Name: Group: 
at! ‘ 
Re ' ar ee a nw Saat. == 7 : = . 
“ “\ Competency Model for: 
tS 
F x . 5 ; olin ; Needs 
Desired (required) Competencies ¢ mesesrognt ca wv at ee es FE ae ene 
ie Inadequate \ Adequate Learning ~ ” | Nonlearning 
i= ) 
a , ' e 
/ 
2 oo an 6. a ae 
’ ? é 
5) a as N 7 ee 
9 
Sasa nas, AES AS eae er ine Pees (| ee eee cece ee ees 
ry ; | 
a Ls | , 
é “eo, : oe ee , Pe el ee Pee. 
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cr : SR ee ear eae 


: “7 Directions: For each competency listed. circle the number that most accurately reflects your present level of performance 

‘ This ts Not an evaluation, bul a too! to assist you in spécitying your learning needs. so please be as honest a6 possible 

' Connect the cycled numbers with solid lines The pattern of these lines helps you see your strong and weak areas For 
each negative number circled, describe in your own words what you think, you need to learn to reach an adequate level of 
performance im that compctency If adequate performance. in your opmion. requires something in addition to what you 
will be learfing. mdicate this in the Nonlearning needs colu: n The column designated by (4) 18 for ranking your neuds in 
pronty order, Place a 1" by the need that 1s most imports’? to you, a "2" by the next most important, etc 
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Group 


Specitic Leaming Objectives (SLO): 
SLO #1: 
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1, MATERIALS 
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La & 


— , Probdiems 


"> | 2. STAFF 
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1:15 
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2:30 
2:45 
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4:15 
4:30 
5:00 


4 


’ . 


Workshop Schedule 


Pretest and Introduction 

Introduction to film: "A World of the Right Size" 
Film: "A World of. the Right Size" | 
Discussion of film — 

Introduction to film: "They Call Me Names" - 
Film: “They Call Me Names" 
Discussion of film rm 
Break . 


Introduction to film: "Graduation" 


Film: "Graduation" 


- Discussion of film 


Lunch 


“Introduction to Task Analysis 


Slide/souhd presentation: Specifying Behaviors 
Shoe tying exercise 

Discussion of shoe tying exercise 

Break 


Introduction to behavior management: Principles 
of learning 


Film: "Who Did What to Whom" 
Application of learning principles 


Posttest and evaluation 
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“Exercise 8 


ai 


In each of these 10 groups of behavioee, fants 


' together in. the order in which. they would be taught to achieve the . 


Co {COMPLEX BEHAVIOR. 


‘(Rather than rewriting everything, just number the 


behaviors in the order. in which they would be baa 


; positions tha: attsher 6. 


‘ push the button into 2 ORs 


correctly above the glass 
___ pours: liquid into a glass 
~~. Without spilling 

____. grasps the pitcher witha 
~~ Steady, firm hold 

_._._ tips the pitcher forward . 
~~ allowing the liquid to 
pour out slowly 


ie eo Se Re 
| . » +.°" “BEHAVIOR by putting a.B before it, then chain the simple. behaviors 


__ grasp thé handle of the qs 
~~~ hot water tap - 

_____ when the water reaches the. 
~~ half-way hark, twist the 
faucet handle to shut 

off the water 

turn the handle slowly 
until a moderate stream 
of hot water is flowing 
fill the wash basin. half 
———fulbof-hot™ water 


ne 


——e — 


____ brush his teeth 8. 
~___ grasp his toothbrush with 

~~ ~--the-preferred. hand—---- 8 
rinse the toothbrush in 

clean water 

___ replace the toothbrush in 
~~. 4ts proper place ot 
insert the toothbrush into 


his mouth . 


the buttonhole 

_-_ grasp -the button firmly — 
~~ with the right, hand 
Spread ‘open the buttonhole 


ar oe a with the thumb and fore- 


“finger of the left hand » — 
—— button pe sweater 


—~S” the f1 


washes hands 


replaces soap in soap dish | 
____ rinses soap off hands 

~___ femoves soap from soap dish: 
~___/Yathers hands with $088 


"and water 


—___ throws inelean edibles 
~~ into the garbage - 

picks unclean edibles - 

’ from the floor: ~ , 
sees unclean edibles - ‘on 
oor - 

refuses to eat unclean 
edibles =~ 


the most COMPLEX ’ 
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___ gathers up the parts. of 

the game. 

== takes--proper~ ~earenot- his 
~ games.” 

_____ takes game from shelf where 
~~ it is kept 

____ handles. the parts ‘of the © 
~~ game careful ly ae 


handles food property in _ 


- his mouth’ 


___. Closes lips: as he removes - 


the spoon 


____ puts -food all the way, into . 


~~ his mouth 


____ chews each bite until suitable 


“FOP swal lowing. 
___. swallows the food 
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shat open the bottom of 
the shirt. yg 
+ 4p one arm into © 
~~ appropriate armhole 
slip, other arm. into other 
armhold ., - 
a ___. Slip head into head : 
e ———~ opening 
a pull shirt bottom ‘down 
: “=~ to waist 
‘put on shirt 
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___ holds jacket open aes 
~___ puts second arm into other ‘ 
sleeve . Es, 
puts on jacket unassisted - -— © >*.: 
puts arm into correct . te 
Sleeve . my Pees 
straightens jacket sito. ‘ — 
buttoning (or zipping) a 
position pe Se ee 
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re ow 2, Pete is 12 years old. He has the mental age of a 2 yer old. ‘ 
oc. He can speak-a few simple words and has -learned the daily 

me ows, = poutine. He will always need direction and supervision.. a 
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a 4, Joan is 7 years old and is considered moderately mentally retarded. ad . 
Pea Her parents complain that she is rebellious and fails to progress. + 
ae RS Their daily routine is to awaken Joan at six. Her mother picks = uf 
.. out her clothes, dresses her, and places her ina chair witha ify, | 
p clamp-on tray. Joan spends the remainder of the day in this chair, © © 0°. ©” 


ee - She eats and naps there. She is only taken out to go to the bath a 
Pe room. At nine P.M. she is put to bed for the night. | . e 


List 4 srindipies of ‘normalization Joan's parents are violating. 
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a. 4 rate: il ‘overall value A the suadtosvtl val esee as: 
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6.. Rate the degree to which the fol lowing media have increased 
your understanding of mental retardation: 


4 


a. AWorld of the Right Size , | z 


b. They Call Me Names | } 
c. Graduation | 

d. "Behavior (Complex & Simple Behaviors) _| ae 
e. Who Did What To Whom? ed 


Introduction to Mental Retardation 


7. Due to the workshop, I. rate the degree to which I understand the 
definition of mental retardation as: . 


8. Due to the workshop, I rate my understanding of :the degrees of 
mental retardation as: 


Rimes cee i lamar fe ARENA mi Na Sn mei mre np tees qectenem pe etm iis at ap i pact a ie RDO Al ee HE A sentient ata hi 
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LOW | — HIGH 


PR EHTS RTE peer pata merging. . a" 


Attitudes Toward the Mentally Retarded : 


9. As a result of the workshop, I rate my awareness of the common 
misconceptions concerning the mentally retarded \as: 


7 mde oe 
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Dissemination/Change : 
* 
Agent Model 
. 7 : 
« 
+ ‘ 
~ 
= 
é 
. . ‘ ds 
‘ F oe | . 
: _ 


Stage 2: 


Stage 3: 
Stage 4: 
Stage 5: 
“ Stage 6: 


: Stage 7: 


PITA ni 


Stage 10; 


* 
‘) 


ee 


The Dissemination/Change Agent (DCA) Models § 


Initial letter mailed to a number of potential users 


announcing the training process and content (applica-_ 


tion included). 


A screening letter and response form is sent in 
response to applicants. This-letter includes| specific 
| 


information on training process, content area) and 


self-selection of change agent teams (CAT'S). | 
Self-identification of applying CAT's. 
Selection of CAT's by the training agency. 
Training of CAT's. 

Development of training plans by CAT's. \ 


Implementation of idea or content area in classrooms ie 


by individual CAT members. 


~—Training-of—"“star"—teacher 8—by—CAT! & emwmenrrenercnmnncivninninn 


Feedback or evaluation of CAT implementatjon and 


r » 


Spread-of-effect conference where each CAT presents 


“star” training. 


its implementation and training experience. 


* Por additional information contact: Jackie Bolen, Californja Learning 


Resource Center, 1301 South Broadway, Suite 623, University of Southern 


* California, Los Angeles, California 90015.° 
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Additional Sources of 
Information on Planning, 


Implementing and Evaluating Workshops 


oe 
e 


OPE arr ee eee eS a ee ee em ee ee eS ee eee OR So RS ia aw 
pry ‘ial ar es ee 


Additional Sources ‘ ' 
: 


, |. Alwir, H. P. Planning and fh-service education. 1974, ED 088 861. 
age hy , - 
“Alvir, H. P. Evaluating teacher in-service workshops through a four 
level analysis of learner benefits. 1975, ED 106 272. 4 


‘ 


Alvir, H. P. Self-assessment for workshop directors planning, conducting, 


or evaluating teacher in-service workshops for staff development. 
. ° ° * 4 


: 


. Alvir, H. P. Thirteen alternative learning environments that can be used 


to evaluate the impact of teacher in-service workshops on documented 


* - learner benefits. 1975, ED 107 648. . ‘* 


Browning, P. C. Evaluation of training: An annotated bibliography. - : : 


y 
In P. Browning (Ed.), Evaluation of Short Term Training in 


- 


Rehabilitation. Monograph No. 3, Eugene, OR: University of Oregon \ 
> . 


R & T Center, 1970. 


Davis, L., & McCallon, E. Workshops. * Austin, TX: Learning Concepts, - 


1974. 


x 


arsine" Be Y bp F-ePsCoordinator!s-handbook--for..setting: 


, and deriving objectives. 1971, ED 105 619. 


- : 4 
sea aniaetiaiiadianatiaienin dad nent atte sda al 


Haverland, E. M. Transfer and use of training technology: A model for 


™— . 
matching training approaches with training settings. 1974, ED 109 489. , 
5 a 24 e : ; 5 
& ‘Mager, R. Analyzing performance problems. Belmont, CA: Fearon, 1970. 


. . ° Whiagarajan, S. Instructional development for training teachers of 
i 
exceptional children. Reston, VA: CEC (single copy $5.50). 
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